show that this debate, like so many others in the field, has been continuing for centuries. In this brief paper, I will anempt to do three things: (a) point out some limitations of both these approaches, (b) describe a third option-/o cus on form-which dbals with the L2 as object, including grammar, but within an otherwise communicative classroom, and (c) illustrate the role focus on form plays in one kind of communicative program: TaskBased Language Teaching.
current processing capacity, and leamability constraints. This is what I calllocus onform.Focus on form is one ofseveral methodological principles in Task-Based Language Teaching.
The absence of either a widely accepted theory of language leaming or a solid empirical base for classroom practice has rendered language teaching wlnerable to some drastic pendulum swings offashion over the years, the coming and going ofvarious unconventional and unlamented "wonder Methods" being an obvious example. This has even been true with respect to perhaps the most basic question of all, and one which inevitably affects the way a course designer approaches the thomy issue of grammar in the communicative classroom: Is teaching a new language more srlccessful when the main focus is the L2 as object or the L2 as a medium of communication while students are leaming something else, like the history, culture, or geography of a society where the L2 is spoken? Histories of language teaching (e.g., Howatt, 1984;  Musumechi, 1997) show that this debate, like so many others in the field, has been continuing for centuries. In this brief paper, I will anempt to do three things: (a) Long, 1983 Long, . 1988 
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Classi0 the target tasks into target task types, e.g., making/changing reservations.
This temporary shift to a more abstract, superordinate category during syllabus design is made for several reasons, including the tiequent lack ofsufhcient time to cover all the target tasks identified in the needs analysis separately in a course, and as one way ofcoping with heterogeneou groups ofstudents with diverse needs (for an example and details, see Long, 1985) .
From the target task types, deive pedagogic tasks. Adjusted to such lactors as the leamers'age and proficiency level, these are series of initially simple, progressively more complex approximations to the target tasks. Pedagogic tasks are the materials and activities teachers and students actually work on in the classroom. A false beginners class ofyoung adult prospective tourists, for instance, might stan with the following sequence: (a) intensive listening practice, during which the task is to identi[ which of40 telephone requests for reservations can be mel, and which not, by looking at four charts showing the availability, dates and cost ofhotel rooms, theater and plane seats, and tables at a restauant; (b) role-playing the parts ofcustomers and airline reservation clerks in situations in which the airline seats required are available;
and (c) role-playing situations in which, due to unavailability, learners must choose among progressively more complicated altematives (seats in different sections of the plane, at different prices, on different flights or dates, via different routes, etc.).
Sequence the pedagogic tasks to form a rasl<-b ased syllabus. As is the case with units in all synthetic and analytic syllabus types, sequencing pedagogic tasks is largely done intuitively at present. The search is on, however, for objective, user-friendly criteria and parameters of task complexity and difficulty, and some progess has been made (see, e.g., Robinson, to appear; Robinson, Ting, & Erwin, 1995 
